Marcus Hook Facility

Sunoco Inc.

100 Green Stroet

PO Box 426

Marcus Hook PA 19061

January 31, 2013

Director, Air Enforcement Division
Office of Civil Enforcement

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
Mail Code 2242-A

1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20460-0001

RE: USA v. Sunoco, Inc. et. al. - Civil Action No. 05 CV-02866
Dear Sirs:

Pursuant to Paragraph #114 of the Consent Decree entered in the above noted Civil
Action, enclosed is Sunoco's fourteenth semi-annual progress report.

On September 8, 2012, Philadelphia Energy Solutions (PES) acquired the Philadelphia
Refinery Property from Sunoco. On August 17, 2012, a Fourth Amendment to the CD
was lodged in the US District Court For The Eastern District Of Pennsylvania requiring
the transfer of all provisions of the CD as they apply to the Philadelphia Refinery to PES
as of the Date of Entry. Upon and following entry of the Fourth Amendment, Sunoco will
not report on the status or progress under the Consent Decree as it relates to
requirements at the Philadelphia refinery.

Should you have any questions concerning the enclosed report, please contact me at
610-859-1695,

| certify under penalty of law that this information was prepared under my direction or
supervision in accordance with a system designed o assure that qualified personne!
properiy gather and evaluate the information submitted. Based on my directions and

my inquiry of the person(s) who manage the system, or the person(s) directly
responsible for gathering the infarmation, the information submitted is, to the best of my
knowledge and belief, true, accurate and complete.

Signed: Date: 4 [z (13
Terry A. Soule

Sunoco, Inc. R&S

Environmental Manager







Sincerely,

Terfy A. Soule
Sunoco, inc. R&S

Environmental Manager







CC:

Environmental Enforcement Section
Environmental and Natural Resources Division
U.5. Department of Justice

P.C. Box 7611

Ben Franklin Station

Washington, DC 20044-7611

ReferenceCaseNe-—00-5-2-1-1744/1
Director, Air Enforcement Division
Office of Civil Enforcement

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Mail Code 22452-A

1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20460-0001

Director, Air Enforcemeni Division
Office of Civil Enforcement

¢/o Matrix New World Engineering, Inc.
120 Eagle Rock Avenue, Suite 207

East Hanover, NJ 07936

U.S. EPA Region Il
1650 Arch Street
Philadelphia, PA 19103

U.5. EPA Region V
77 W Jackson Blvd.
Chicago, IL 60604

U.S. EPA Region VI
1445 Ross Avenue
Dallas, TX 75020

Director, Air Enforcement Division

Office of Civil Enforcement

¢/o Matrix Environmental & Geotechnical Svcs.
215 Ridgedale Avenue

Florham Park, NJ 07932
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Sunoco Facility: Marcus Hook
Report Title: Semi-Annual Consent Decree Compliance Report # 14
Reporting Period: 07/01/12 - 12/31/12

Paragraph 114 Reporting and Recordkeeping of Affirmative Relief / Environmental

Projects and Emission Data in Section V with Certification

I. Progress Report for Implementation of (section V) Affirmative Relief/Environmental
Projects

A. NOx Emissions Reductions from the FCCU

The amended consent decree required the installation of a SNCR at the FCC unit by 1/1/12.
The SNCR was installed as required. The FCC unit was shut down in early December of
2011 and remains idled at this time. There are no plans to restart the FCC unit.

B. SO2 Emissions Reductions from the FCCU

The amended consent decree had provisions for SO, emissions that were applicable in
2011. The total annual SO, emission was limited to 2200 tons. Sunoco was compliant with
that provision in 2011. The FCC unit was shut down in December of 2011 and is idled at
this time. There are no plans to restart the FCC unit.

C. Control of PM Emissions from FCCU

Paragraph 16 -The FCC unit was shut down in December of 2011 and is idled at this time.
There are no plans to restart the FCC unit.

D. Control of CO Emissions from FCCU

Paragraph 19 — The FCC unit was shut down in December of 2011 and is idled at this time.
There are no plans to restart the FCC unit.

E. NSPS Subparts A and J Applicability at FCCU Regenerators

Paragraph 25 — FCC unit was shut down in December of 2011 and is idled at this time. -
There are no plans to restart the FCC unit.

F. NOx Emission Reductions from Heaters and Boilers

Paragraph 31 - The final detailed NOx Control Plan was submitted to EPA and the
Appropriate Plaintiffs/Intervenors on 06/14/10. Per the June 2009 CD Amendment, the
plan has been modified to delete any reduction from the Tulsa refinery. As per the July
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2011 CD Amendment, all obl1gatlons and habllltles related to the Toledo refmery were
transferred to TRC, : I o , e T

On September 8 2012 Phlladeiphla Energy Solutxons (PES) acqulred the Plnladelphia
Refinery Property from Sunoco. On August 17, 2012, a Fourth Amendment to the CI) was
lodged in the US District Court For The Eastern District Of Pennsylvania requiring the
transfer of all provisions of the CD as they apply to the Philadelphia Refinery to PES as of
the Date of Entry. Sunoco’s Marcus Hook Refinery is compliant with the provisionsof - - -
Paragraph 31 and the Fourth Amendment does not affect its comphance status

G. SOz Ermss10ns Reduct1ons from and NSPS Apnhoabﬂlty for Heaters ald
Boilers

- .(

Paragraph 37 — No changes have been made since the last progress report The Refinery
asidled in December of 2011.. R ma L timmbe e e

R RS R S * A oo
PR Y s ET AT B (T N

1. Sulfur Recovery Plants - NSPS Apphcablhtv

The sulfur Recovery Units were shutdown in December of 2011 and are 1dled at thls time. 4
There are no plans to restart the SRUs. T

J. Hvdrocerbon Flarmg Dev1ces SR
Paragraph 48 Alte-rnatwe Momtorlng Protocols (“Al\/[Ps”) for the 10 Plant and 12 Plant
Flares were submitted to EPA on November 12, 2008 and iniplemented beginning january

1, 2009. The AMPs were approved by the EPA on May 19, 2009

_ The 10 Plant Flare serviced the Fluid Catalytlc Crackmg Umt (F CC) The FCC umt was
idled in December of 2011. By late December generation of high-sulfur flare gis fi:om the
FCC had ceased, the 10 Plant Flare was purged, and the pllots were extlngulshed There
are no intentions of restarting this flzre at this time. . R S L :

The 12 Plant Flare serviced a crude unit and two desulfurizing units. Those units were
idled in December of 20i1. During early 2012 the flare' was used to'purge somie units of
VOCs (nen-sulfur contaiming streams). The 12 plant flar¢ was purged and pilots weie
extinguished in. February of 2@12 There arenc 1ntent1ons of restarung this ﬂare at this -
time. - B S R T s DT e [P A AR I orad et
The Alte'rnative:M'onitoring' Protocol for the Main (EC) Flare was subniitted oz Déecember -
10, 2010 and reflected an operating refinery scenario. - Tlhie AMP for the Main (EC) flare -
was implemented on January 1%, 2011. EPA approved the Main Flare AMP on 09/21/11.
The AMP deals with separating out high sulfur streams te insuie thai the normal:. . =
combustion of the flare is compliant with subpart J requirements. The Refinery was fdled "
in December of 2011, there is no longer the possibility of any suifur in the flare; the AN[P’
requirements are for a refinery that has salfar sirégins that €ould gite the flare, that
scenario is no longer valid.
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As stated above, there have been no high sulfur flare gas streams generated in the refinery
since the main process units were shutdown. Therefore, the Main Flare no longer has the
potential to receive high sulfur streams. Sunoco expects the Main Flare to remain in
service for the Propane — Propylene Splitter Area, gaseous storage areas, and some. fuel
gas. The streams generated in these areas are mherently low sulfur

K. Control of Ac1d Gas FIarm' and Tall Gas Inmdents .

. . : bl
? AN

Paragraphs 52 & 53 —There were no Tall Gas or Aeld gas lneldents during the perlod
Since December of 2011 noacid gas is being generated in the facility. .

L. Control of Hvdrocarbon Flarlng Incidents

Tar i whoto LRI : LTI C o A "

There were no hydrocarbon flarmg 1nc1dents durmg the reportmg period: Smce December
of 2011 no high sulfur streams are present in the fac1llty

M. Benzene Waste NESHAP Proaram Enhancements

Paragraphs 65- 77

1. The BWON exempted quantity was calculated to be 3.72 E-02 MG for the first = .
quarter and 8.06 E-02 MG for the second quarter of 2012. The 2012 projected
“annual BWON exempted quantity, based on EOL samphng, is ealeulated to be 2.87
- E-01 MG based on samples llsted in Appendlx L '

N. Leak Detection and Repair Program Enhancements

L" ’i; -

Paragraphs 78- 92 e P W ',

. L =
T R N T U I S Eﬁ LSS w e

1. LDAR Momtormg Techmc1an Refresher. Trammg is conducted by Team Ine on 2
monthly ba51s

2. A Ihlrd party Audlts of the pregram was done in; July of 2012. The summary of -
the thlrd party audit is attached,  The refinery was idled in December of 2011. While .
operating; as a refinery, the total LDAR pregram covered around 66,000 components, After
the refinery operation ceased and units were purged of gas there still remained around
33,000 LDAR components (this includes around 7000 components that were in assets since
sold to. Braskem). :The third party audit was conducted on the 33,000 eomponents that
were still in actlve service inJ uly of 2012. ; . :

G

b

Paragraphsh 93:556 Neehangge in t,hls frem prevwns neport& b

Seri gt i e oy
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II. Summary of (section V) Emissions Data

Included herein. 7

LI, Description of Any Problems Anticipated with Meeting (section V) Requirements

IV, Additional Matters to be Brought to the Attention of EPA and the Appropriate
Plaintiff/Intervenor :

N/A
Paragraph 112 SUPPLEMENTAL AND COMMUNITY ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECTS

(SCEP) AND STATE AND LOCAL ENVIRONMENTALLY BENEFICIAL PROJECTS
(SLEBP) in Section VIII with Certification

I. Progress Report for Each SCEP or SLEBP (section VIII)
Paragraph 104: Completed
Paragraph 105: Completed
Paragraph 106: Completed
Paragraph 107: Completed
Paragraph 107A: Completed

Paragraph 107B: Completed

Paragraph 108: Completed

Paragraph 109: Completed

II. Completed SCEP or SLEBP (section VIIT)

A. Detailed Description of Each SCEP or SLEBP Project as Implemented

N/A

B. Brief Description of Any Significant Operating Problems Encountered

N/A
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C. Certification That Each Project Has Been Fully Implemented Pursuant to the
Provisions of this Consent Decree

N/A

D, Description of the Environmental and Public Health Benefits Resulting

From Implementation of Each Project (mcludmg quantification of the benefits and poliutant

reductions, where' practloable) N A S

N/A
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Appendix I

Sunoco Marcus Hook Refinery

2012Total Benzene Summary -

- 201210 | 20122Q | 201238 | 201240
Exempt Exempt | Exempt Exempt
Benzene | Benzene Benzene | Benzene | 2012 Annual
Unit Total Total Total Total Total, MG
_ Mg Mg . Mg- 1. Mg
Spills 0.00E+00 | 2.80E-06 | 0.00E+00.| 0.00E+00 2.80E:06
Hazardous - Waste 6.68E-04 | 1.40E-02 | 1.61E-02 | 1.52E-02 | 4.59E-02
Dock Pans 8.64E-03 1.52E-02 1.67E-03 | 3.86E-03 " 2.94E-02
Exchanger Cleaning 0.00E+00 | 0.00E+00 | 0.00E+N0 | 0.00E+00°|  0.00E+Q0
Frac Tanks R 0.00E+00 | 0.00E+00 | 0.00E+00 | 8.27E-01 | 8.27E-01
Total Quarterly Benzene 9.31E-03 | 2.92E-02 | 1.78E-02 ﬁ=.4ﬁE:Q’-‘I 9.02E-01 |
i
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Sunoco Facility: Philadelphia
Report Title: Semi-annual Consent Decree Compliance Report # 14
Reporting Period: 07/01/12 - 12/31/12

Paragraph 114 Reporting and Recordkeeping of Affirmative Relief / Environmental

Projects and Emission Data in Section V with Certification -

I. Progress Report for Implementation of (section V) Affirmative Relief/Environmental Projects

A. NOx Fmissions Reductions from the FCCU

Paragraphs 12 — 13: There were no NOx exceedances of the CD limits during the period.
As discussed in previous updates submitted in accordance with the amended CD (via
email), Sunoco used Low NOx Combustion Promoter at the 868 FCCU for the first time on
April 28, 2011 and the first time the Low NOx Combustion Promoter was added after the
Date of Lodging of the Second Amendment was July 15, 2011. Quarterly emall updates on
the 1mpact of the Low NOx Combustion Promoter were prov1ded to the agencles

. 1y

B. SO2 Emissions Reductions from the FCCU

1

Paragraphs 14 - 15: The Philadelphia Re;fiileri is cdinpliant with the requirements of these
- paragraphs. There were no SO, exceedances of_‘ the CD limits du;l"'ing the period.

C. Control of PM Emissions from FCCU

Paragraph 16 — The Philadelphia Refinerjf is com‘p‘liant} witﬁ"tli*e i‘equiremeﬁ’is of this
paragraph. o *

D. Control of CO Emissicns from FCCU

Paragraph 19 — There were no consent decree CO exceptions noted during the reporting
period pursuant to paragraph 19. However, the 54 Ibs/hour limit was exceeded for one

~ hour on October 9, 2012 when the addltloq of cold feed caused a sudden: drop in the oxygen
concentration and an associated increase if CO

Paragraph 20 — Philadelphia Refinery is compllant w1th the reqmrements of this
paragraph. _

E. NSPS Subparts A and J Applicability at BOCU Regenerators -

Paragraphs 24 — 25: There were no Subpart A or J exceptions during the reporting period.
However, three separate emergency shutdowns of the 868 FCCU occurred during the
reporting period that led to elevated opacity. On July 23, 2012 during the emergency
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shutdown, elevated opacity in excess of 30% occurred for 2 minutes during the 8 AM hour
(over the one minute allowed) and 16 minutes during the 9 AM hour. On September 4, the
unit also had to have an emergency shutdown that led to 19 minutes above % durlng the
2 PM hour and 4 minuies during the 3 PM hour. On December 21, an emergency .
shutdown and startup led to 8 hours of elevated opacity for 18 minutes during the 9 AM
hour, 12 minutes during the 9 PM hour and 19 minutes during the 10 PM hour. Also, on
September 4, heavy rains led to rapid cooling in the stack and uncombined rainwater that
gave false high opacity readings with 12 minutes above 30%. (In all cases, one minute .
allowable is being subtracted from the minute infermation provided.)

b

F. NOx Emission. Reductions from Heaters and Boilers

Paragraph 31— On September 8, 2012, Philadelphia Energy Solutions (PES) acquired the .
Philadelphia Refinery Property from Sunoco. On August 17, 2012, a Fourth Amendment to
the CD was lodged in the US District Court For The Eastern District Of Pennsylvania
requiring-the transfer of all provisions of the CD as they apply to the Philadelphia Refinery
to PES as of the Date of Entry. This amendment will allow temporary backup operation of
Boiler # 38 until August 31, 2014, All other works relatlve to the heaterfb(nler NOX
requlrements has been completed. : ;

G. SOz Em_qsmns Rcducuons from and N SPS ADDhcabllltV for Heaters and
Bmlers

On December, 31, 2010, all refinery heaters: and boilers became subject to NSPS J. Sunoco
submitted-a plan approval application to Philadelphia Air Management Services to ,
incorporate these limits into a permit. A draft of this permit was received in July, 2011 and
a final permit was received Septeraber 23, 2011.

Paragraphs 36 - 38: In accordam_':éhwi'th the Cm_lsent Decree Appendix D, all remaining
refinery heaters and boilers became subject te NSPS Subpart J. There were no
exceedances at the NSPS Subpart J regulated heaters or boilers.

All RICE equipmehts listed in p'.'ll"agralih'- 38A of the amended Consent Decree were either
permanently removed or replaced with equivalent electrical engine by December 31, 2011. "

L Sulfur Recovery Plants - NSPS Applicability  + . .. =+, T

Paragraphs 40 - 47 The Philadelphia Refmery is comphant w;th the requlrements of these
. paragraphs. : : . . ; . R .

J. Hydrocarbon Flaring Devices T e T

Paragraphs 48 — 50: The follewing is a summary of optiens the Philadelphia Refinery has
elected to. t‘(\m'JlV with regardmgf the CD NSPS r@qmrﬂments for flares. - . v



Semi-Annual Consent Decree Compliance Report # 14 .

Page 9

-Philadelphia Flares ~ * | : Comphance Status s

PB North Yard LPG Flare = .~ © - NSPS Have ari approved AMP. Please note that a
P oo 8 e ) requést to revise this approved AMP was:
- | submitted:to. USEPA and approved by them in..
. —— —— Apriky 2010 ——
PB South Yard North Flaie ' NSPS. ~Operat1ng and mamtam a ﬂare gas
e reboYery systenn. :

PB 867 Acid Gas Flare NSPS. This is not currently a fuel gas

combustion device. The purge and pilot gas is.

normally comprisediof purchased natural gas. .*

The purge and pilot gas can occasionally be

‘refinery:fuel gaé, and during that time, that ghs

| will b mionitored to be compliant with:Subpart J. |-

‘Fhé flare only feceives non-routinely génerated -

"gases; process upset gases, fuel gas released’as a

1 pesult of relief valve leakage or'gasés réleased
e = oo . |'due to other emergency malfunctions: '+ . .-

PB 867 SWS Gas Flare NSPS. This is not currently a fueligas-*" : -

combustion device. The purge and pilot gas is

v " .. | normally comprised of purchased natursl-gas. .

The purge and pilot gas can occasionally be

refinery fuel gas, and during that time, that gas

s will be mOnitored to be compliant*vvith Subpart I

gases, process upset gases fuel gas’ released as'a.
result of relief valve leakage ot gases released -
due to other emergency malfunctions.

GP 1231/1232 Flares - | NSPS status-began12/31/2010. AMP submitted in"| =
S July, 2010 anid appioved by EPA in Jurie, 2011.
GP 433 Flare " NSPS status began 12/31/2010.- AMP ‘submitted
, in July, 2010 and approved by EPA n June
SrEr e ‘2011 o
K. Control of Acid Gas Flaring and Tail Gas Incidents - = - .~ "~

Paragraphs 51'=63: Acid g gas flarlng computatldnal‘mefhods have been in place smce the
DQCE. There were no AG flaring events to note for this reporting period.

L. Control of Hydrocarbon Flaring Incidents SR

Paragraph 64: One Hﬁrdrdcarbon Flating In¢idént occurred during thls reportmg period
from October 31-Novérniber'2, 2012 from the South Yhrd Noith Flare. A" cﬁpy of theé Root
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Cause Fzilure Analysis'is included in Attachment II As noted in the Attachment, all work
planned has been completed SR : . :

M. Benzene Waste NESHAP .Progr.am Enhancements

Paragraphs 65-77

1.

adding sample point GP EQL-006.

Relative to BWON training conducted over this semi-annual period, one employee

‘was trained on how to properly coliect benzens waste NESHAP samples. Alse, two -

individuals were trained on how to perform Method 21 monitor separator covers,
two individuals were trained on how to perform Method 21 monitoring on vacuum -
trucks and four individuals were tramed on how to collect carbon lnstallatlon
effluent air samples. - e - : :

The BWON exempted quantity was calculated to be, based on EOL sampling data,
0.015 MG for the third quarter and 0.59 MG for the fourth quarter of 2012. The
2012 annual BWON exempted quantlty, based on EOL sampling is 1 15 MG. See

. Appenmx II for EOL samplmg resu]ts.

A reVISed BWON EOL Samplmg Plau for the Phlladelphla Refmery was submltted
on December 30, 2008. This revised sampling plan was approved by the EPA on
01/22/09, which resulted in relocating end-of-line sampling point GP EQL-001 and

oy
P

N. Leak Detection and Repait 'Progzrani Enhancenients

Paragraphs 78 — 92: The Philadelphia Reéfinery is compliant with the reifﬁirerﬂents of ‘thesé -

paragraphs.

PERR P

The Philadelphia Refinery did not meet the requirements for paragraph 90(c). One valve
did not receive the first drill and tap within 15 days of the leak being idéntified. “

All of the eleven (11) corrective actions for audit findings identified in itlgle:'ZOIdﬁ LDAR a
Third Party Compliance Audit have been completed.

The fourth LDAR third party comphance audit was conducted October 14 -17, 2012
pursuant to Paragraph 80 during the reporting period.

Information requlred under Paragraph 92(c) will be submitted in the first senuannual
report of 2013 under 40 CFR 63.655.

0. Tncorporation of Consent Decree Requirements itito-Eedérally Enforceable Permit(s) -+ -

Paragraphs 93 - 96: Tiie‘Phila;ielbhia{ﬁeﬁﬁef‘fis" comphant with the fe(jﬁirémeli'ts of these
paragraphs. Please note that in March, 2011, the Refinery submitted a plan approval
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application‘to in¢orporate NSPS J.requirements on all rerhaining refinery heaters; boilers
and flares. A final permit was received from AMS on September 23, 2011.. New permit
limits for the 1232 FCCU required by the second CD amendment were incorporated into a
draft plan approval that was issued as final by Philadelphia AMS on July 30, 2012,

I1. Summary of (section V) Emissions Data

Included herein.

L. Descrlptlon of Anv Problems Antl.cmated WIth Meetmg (sectlon V) Réqulrements
None = = = oot « o

IV. Additional Matters to be Brought to the Attention of EPA and the A-ppropriate .
Plaintiff/Intervenor

None o .

KRR LTS v . B S TR A
Paragraph 112 SUPPLEMENTAL AND COMMUNITY ' ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECTS
(SCEP) AND STATE AND LOCAL ENVIRONMENTALLY BENEFICIAL PROJECTS
(SLEBP) in Sectlon VIII Wlth Certlflcatlon b

L. Progress. Report for Each SCEP or SLEBP ( sectlon VI_)_

Paragraph 104: All required work was completed durmg the second half of 2011 and the SCR unit for
the H-400 and H-401 heaters was in service on December 30, 2010. Some minor work post
construction punch list work was completed in the first half of 2011 and some minor touch up
painting was completed in the third quarter of 2011.

Paragraph 105: Completed
Paragraph 106: Complete a

Paragr_aph 107: COmPlstpd;_ o
Paragraph 108: Completed

Paragraph 109: Completed':r ry e

Paragraph 110: A, cost report | for the SCR umt for the H-400 and H- 401 heaters was submitted in
January 2012.

1I. Completed SCEP or SLEBP (sectlon VIII)

L

A, Detalled Descrmtlon of Each SCEP or SLEBP Prolec;t as Ileemented
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None
B. Brief Description of Any Significant Operating Problems Encountered *
None

C. Certification That Each Project Has Been Fullv Implemented Pursuant io the
Provisions of this Consent Decree :

) i

If applicable, see the certification behind the cover letter. , .
D. Description of the Env1ronmenta1 and Public Health Benefits Resultmg
From Implementatlon of Each Project (including quantlflcatlon of:the beneflts and

pollutant reductlons, where practlcable)

N/A
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Philadelphia Refinery
1. CD Paragraph 77(B)(i)(3) Sampling Results Philadelphia Refinery i |
Sample Point iD Sample Benzene | Avg3rd | Avg 4th 3rd Qir 4th Qtr 3rd Qtr 2012 4th Qtr 2012
Date Conc Qtr 2012 | Qtr 2012 | 2012 Flow | 2012 Flow | Benzene Benzene.
{(ppmw) | Benzene | Benzene (gal) (gal} - | Quantity Quantity
Conc. Conc. " | (Megagrams) | (Megagrams)
(ppmw) | (ppmw) : -
210 Box Cooler 0.0003 0.0003
{PB EOL 001) 7/09/12 | 0.00099 : .
g8/7/12 | 0.00099 0.00099 74235000
9/12/12 | 0.00099 .
10/8/12 | 0.00099
11/612 | 0.00099 0.00099 74235000
12/04/12 | _0.00099 < 5N .
Klondike Effluent e -0.00008 0.00004
{PB EOL 002) 7/09/12 1  0.00099 0.002 10000000 _
8/712 1 0.00099
9/10/12 0.004
10/8/12 | 0.00099 L
11/6/12 | 0.00099 0.00099 10000000
12/4/12 | 0.00099 : _
867 Effluent (PB EOL 003) 7/10/12 0.005 - 0.0002 0.00009
8/8/12 | 0.00099 0.002 22625000 B
9/11/12 | 0.00099
10/09/12 | 0.00099 : o
117742 | 0.00099 0.001 22625000
12/56/12 0.001 :
*PB Grit Chamber Effluent
(PB EOL 004)

*No samples taken this period - not required. Grit chamber samples were only req

5 had already

uired to be sampled f,br]o_ne' quarter and this
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| occurred in early 2008.

" Avg 4th

0.00099

(GP EOL 004) (71012 S °1aOOOO
S 8712 | +0.00083 0.00029
9/10/12 0.00099
10/08/12 Q. 00099 _ _
1 /é 112 0. 00099 0.00099 3150000

~ Sample Point iD Sample Behzene |  Avg- “3rd Qtr A" Qtr | ard Qir2012 | 4" Gir 2012
, L " Date Con¢ |'3rdQtr | Gir 2012 | 2012 Flow | 2012 Fiow | Benzene Benzene
{(ppmw) .| 2012 Benzene {gal) {gal) Quantity Quantity
S Benzen | Conc. {Megagrams) | (Megagrams)
e Conc. | (ppmw}
e , s {ppmw) '
1232 4™ and M (GP EOL 001) ‘71912 | 0.025 0.005 0.08
S - 8/712 | = 0.015 0.02 _. 71300000
. 91012 | 0.012
-10/08/12 0.006
1177121 0017 0.3 71500000 .
12/5/12 ] - 0.95 -
231 F Box Discharge - - 0.009 0:01
{GP ECL 002) 7110121 .. 0.78 3450000
L e g82| o007 . | 07 '
91112 | 1.2
10/9/12 | .~ 0.58..
117712 11 0.9 3450000
12/5/12 A1, 7| :
231 Groundwater ST *0 "0
(GP-ECL 003) /arat *No sample *0
e 8/12 | "Nosample | 0
9/12 | *“No sample
-10/12 | *No sample : . .
11112 | *No sample ‘ 0 0
~12/12 | *"No samplé |:-. B ’
: * Groundwater system not operatlonal the entire six month period. L Ty e 5
#3 Separator Effluent o g . ~0.00001 = 0.00001
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'_ 12/4/12 | 0.00099 _|

Sample Point ID Sample [ Benzene | Avg3rd | Avg 4th | 3rdQtr | 4thQir | 3rd Otr2012 | 4th Qtr 2012
Date -~ | Conc. | Qtr2012 | Qtr2012 | 2012 Flow | 2012 Flow | Benzene Benzene
{ppmw) | Benzene | Benzene (gal) (gal) Quantity. Quantity -
- -1 Cone. Cone. (Megagrams) | (Megagrams)
(ppmw) | (ppmw) ' -
'8 Separator Effluent (GP IR 0.00003 0.00006
EOL 095) : 7912 | 0.00099 '0.00099 8300000
S ~ 8/7/12 | 0.00099 |-
n - -9/10/12 | -0.00099 |
. -10/8/12 | -0.00099 | .
- 11/6/12 | 0.003 0.002 8300000
) i} ) " 12/4/12 | 0.00099 - - -
15 Pumphouse B S 0.00000006 0.0000003
(PB Non-EQL 001) -- - - 71042 | 0.00099 |- 0.00099 15000
C e - 8/7/12 | -0.00099 | .
- ---9/10/42 | .0.00099.. | :
R - 10/8/12 | -0.00099
" 1176112 | 0.013 0.005 15000
: 12/412 | 0.00099 -
1232 Sewer M Street NS 0.00009 0.5
| (GP EOL 008) 71042 | 0.005 0.005 4700000
. , - _8/8/t12 | 0.005
91112 | 0.005
- ] 25(P) |
- 10/9/12 | 0.005 (W 28.3 4700000
*25.0 (P) - '
11/712 | 0039 (W) |: =+ &
*120 (P) g faeom s 1
12/5/12 | 0.4 (W)

| * For the October 2012 sampllng event 20% product (P) and 80% water (W) wds observed For the November 2@12 sampllrg event; 5@%
product and 50% water was observed. For the December 2012 sarnpllng event, 60% product and 40% water waSvobserved

months during this semi-annual period, 100% water (no product) was observed

For all other. -
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V-4 Hydrohon Separator
Condensate Wash {GP Non-
EOL 001)

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

NA

- N/A

N/A

No waste was generated from
this Non-EQOL point during the
semi-annual period.

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

/A

NA

. NA

N/A

-V-603 Debutanizer Receiver
Condensate Wash {GP Non-
EOQL 002)

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

o NA

- N/A

_ N/A

N/A

No waste was generated from
this Non-EOL point during the
semi-annual period.

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

T N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

3rd Qtr 2012 EOL Sampling TAB =0.015 Megagrams
4™ Qtr 2012 EOL Sampling TAB = 0.59 Megagrams

Annual 2012 EOL sampling TAB = 1.15 Megagrams

" Notes:

1. Benzene concentrations listed as 0.00099 ppm were reported by the laboratory as < 0.001 ppm which is the detection limit. -~ -

2. Average quarterly benzene concentrations are simply the arithmetic mean of the individual laboratory results for the'quarter.

3. Sample calculation of 3rd Qtr Benzene Quantity for GP EOL 002:

3rd Qtr avg benzene conc. = 0.7 ppm

3rd Qtr flow = 3,450,000 gallons

So: 0.7 ppm benzene x 3,450,000 gallons x 8.34 1bs/gallon =0.009 Megagrams

2204.6 lbs/megagram x 1,000,000 parts per million
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APPENDIX II

Philadelphia Refinery

= ' or

Ve r c ’ . l.;_' DL Y !.; - ll.;
Hydrocarbon Flaring Resulting in = 500 Ibs. of SO, Released
Date of Report: Incident Type: (Check one) |:] Acid Gas Flaring:
December 10, 2012 [] Tail Gas Flaring:
Hydrocarbon Flaring:
Date(s} of {(Beginning) (End) - (stary | . (end) .
Incident: 10/31/2012  11/2/2012 | 1% Flaring start/end time: 2:27AM  4:28 PM
- (start) (end)
2* Flaring start/end time: b A
' {start) {end)
3* Flaring start/end time: L _
Amount of SO, ' Logation at_ the _ SWS Flare [ ] -"1231 /2 Flare []
Released: ;;:lmds 0 Tons;'.',—E | Philadelphia Refinery: | xcFiae [] SY N Flare X

868 Fluid Catalytic
Cracking Unit

Nerth Flare-_l:lr - 433 Flare - |:|
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Incident Description: : : - : Cu

At 20:00 on 10/30/2012, the 862 Light Ends outside operator brought to the Shift Supervisor’s
(8S) attention a noise he heard from 1C-105 flare gas recovery compressor’s turbine. Upon further :
visual inspection, the shaft on the turbine side of the coupling could be.seen with about %2 inch of
axial movement. The shaft on the compressor side remained stable. The SS consulted the Fac111ty
Shift Superintendent (FSS) and the Maintenance Shift Superlntendent (MSS) regarding the axial
movement of the turbine shaft and arranged to have the MSS and-a machinist check and monitor.
Upon initial inspection by the MSS, he dlagnosed that the tiirbine thrust ‘bearing had probably
failed or was failing. The compressor remained in service to allow the MSS to monitor through the
night. At 02:27 on 10/31/12, 1C-105 shut down. i

Following the compressor shut down, the SS investigated the alarm/shutdown panel and found no
alarms. Operators began blocking in and-isolating the compressor-and.turbine for repair work in

| the morning. The steam isolation valve for the exhaust did not hold so the valve had to be closed
by high reach south west of 868 cooling tower which, delayed the isolation effort,

Machinists and Rotating Equipment Engineering found that the, turbme thrust bearmg had failed.
The turbine rotor was pulled to have the bearing journal areas metal sprayed ini order to clean them
and brmg them back to the correct size.. ‘Sending the rotor out to, have the metal spray iticreased

| the length of the outage compared to original estimates. -

In addition, 1C 105 SIS shutdown testing was performed prior to turning the machme back over to
Operations.

As aresult of the shutdown of 1C-105, flare gases were no longer recovered and ﬂarmg oceutred
until all repa*rrs and testmg were eompleted (total of approximately 62 hours). v

Steps taken to Ilmlt duratlon of flarmg or quantity of SOZIHydrocarbon released (Correetlve

Actions):
Operations made moves throughout the outage period to reduce ﬂarmg

Root Cause of Incident:

Failed turbine thrust bearing on 1C-105 flare gas recovery compressor

Contrlbutlng Causes of Incident: <
Lube oil contammatlon from water. There was also a poor bearmg to shdft flt
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Coo RN O L NS B

Preventative Actions (Actions to reduce likelihood of Recurrence): S

Conduct Safety Instrumented System (SIS) shutdown testing to confirm that all are in workmg order pl‘lOl‘ to restart
(completed)

» -
. ST |

Purchase spare turbine rotof to minimize ﬂarmg durat1on if rotor fails agam {on order wnth expectéd delWery of:
1/31/13.) : : ‘

..1\ La wi
L.,UIIIL[ T PlCVCllldL' v ll.lallll.CJ.l:d..l.le PLUBI Il J.I.l ]:Jld.bc lb dpplUPllcllC LU PLUVCIIL TCCULICTIORS \LU[LIPICLCU) LIS uu..luut:a

T

daily visual inspections, monthly lube 011 samplmg and monthly vibration checks

R

: ' A L ’ : b

Do St|pulated Penaltles Apply'? LAcld Gas Flarlng OnlleES EI NGJ EI

If YES explain: 3 % LT

[ Yes [INo’ Efror resul'ti‘ng'frgdf'ri creless 'operz'ltio'n’. R

[] Yes [1No  Failure to follow written procedures.

[ Yes [1No Failare of eqmpment tue to Failure by Sunoco to operate and maintain equipiment; -
. - in a manner consistent with good engineering practices -

] Yes [ No, SO;rate greater than 20 lbslhour continuously for 3 hours or more where SUNOCO d1d not follow
* PMO plan and took fio action to limit duration snd/or quantity of SOy emissions:’" ¢

[ Yes [1No More than five ac1d gas flaring incident§'in rolling 12 months period.: = 7 ;.. ¢

If NO explain:

1 . I 3 \.\ Lt
Hydrocarhon Flaring Event ' T EotE

If corrective actions are not completed wlthm 45 days from the end date of the mmdent lnst the

projected date for the follow—up report which will show corrective actions and preventlve actions:

N/A: O " Completed: X
preventative actions were completed by 11/30/12,

Not Completed: 'O Explam All planned

Approval Section

Title . - - --Print Name . Date
, Beth Anne Tarum &7 :December
Operations Superintendent: -|* = - T A 10, 2012
Charles D. Barksdale Jr. December
Environmental Manager: 10, 2012
Wayne Darrow December
Operations Manager: 10, 2012
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' December 10 2012 fmm A Mﬂl

-:Mr. Paul Braun

L Sunoco Marcus Hook Refmery
100 Green Street .-
Marcus Hook PA 19061

Re :i'[ Consent Decree Thll‘d Party LDAR Aud1t Report

Sunoco Marcus Hook Refmery, Marcus Hook Permsylvan ]

"'Thls report documents the blenmal tl'urd-pa:ty'_ udit of the Leak Detechon and Repalr (LDAR): e
. programiat the Sunoco, Inc. (R&M) (Sunoco) Marcus Hook Refinery in Marcus Hook;’
—Pennsylvarua Environmental Resources Management, Tric, {(ERM) performed the assessment

. during the weeks of July 9 and 16 ag part of a’ Consent Decree (CD) between Sunoco and the

1 Unlted States Depart'ment of ]ustlce (USDO]), entered on March 21; 2006 The audtt team
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Comparative Monitoting

ERM personnel conducted Method 21 monitoring of a representative selection of normal to
monitor light liquid and gas vapor service valves and light liquid pumps in three process units
at the refinery, selected by ERM based on their relative leak rate and valve count, which
cotresponded té 24% to 35% of the VOC service valves in ach of these units. The overall .-
number of valves monitored was appro,qmatel 7 3.9 percent of the refmery 5 total valve count. -

The audlt teany momtored components 1clent1f1ed in the detabase as bemg in l1ght liquid-or-
gas/ vapor service at random with assistance of refinery personnel to delineate unit boundaries.
Comparative monitoring results for a random sample of valves measured a leak rate that
ranged from 0.4 to 1.0 times the refinery’s valve leak rate ata 500-ppmv leak definition durmg
the previous. four calendar quarters in the C3 Rack, E\‘hylene and #5 Caverns units based on a
95% confidence interval. The comparative monitoring leak rate for these units was within
accepted statistical tolerances used by the EPA’s Naticnal Enforcement Investigation ‘Cénter
(NEIC). The comparative monitoring results are summarized below:

v
i

R

Process Uit~ Audit Leak Raféii 3' Reﬁnery Leak Rate (o | Leek'Rate Multiplel®i
C3 Racl; o n 0.8% - ] 21% ‘V 0.4 |
Ethyl*..’-‘nej' L 04% 0% 05
#S-Ca\:rerlls J \,. 3.1%: . 31% ‘_; 10

Noties:

[a] Refinery Leak Rate was based on the previous four quarters of monitoring data.
[b] Leak rate multiple was calculated as the Audit Leak Rate divided by the Refinery Leak Rate,

R ecords Remew

3

For this task, 'ERM reviewed morutormg records primarily from the refmery s LDAP database,
along with supporting documentation. ERM interviewed LDAR personnel and rev1ewed ‘
facility’s documentation and information related to LDAR standards, monitoring and repalr C
frequencies, records of calibration, inspection, ; and repairs, and periodic reportmg elements. .
ERM also uﬂhzes prevmus periodic reports in conjunction w1th the refmery s LDAR database to
evaluate whether the contractor is monitoring at the prescnbed frequenmes under the .

apphcable requlrements

ERM also evaluated the refinery’s current methods for electronic monitoring, storing, and
reporting of LDAR data. For the required systems review, ERM reviewed the refinery’s

methods for populating component information; monitoring data, répair information, and other

m g

i
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necessary LDAR data into the database to facilitate semiannual reporting and satisfythe various
state and federal LDAR recordkeeping requirements.

R PR

Tagging Review P R T

St L

As part of this task, the audit team assessed whether.a representative sample LDAR-affected -
equipment has been properly “identified” (e.g., by tagging or marking) and included in the | . .
refinery’s periodic monitoring program. The audit team also reviewed a representative sample
of LDAR-related management of-change (MOC) projects toievaluate whether fugitive:
component changes had been integrated ifito the LDAR program in a timely maniier.” The audit
team also made a'specific effort to 1E:l‘enhfy open—ended lines that were not properly pluggedior -
doublé-blocked, AVOs (Auditory, Visual or Olfactory indications of Ieaks) that had not been B
accounted for, and sample collectton systems that were not confxgured to rneet LDAR

equlpment standards o ,

Observation of Technicians’ Calibration and Monitoring Techniques

ERM observed instrument calibration instrament certification (i.e., responise tirie and
calibration precision tests) and equipment leak monitoring performed by the refmery 5 mternal :
or contracted fugitive monitoring technicians to evaluate whether these elements are being
conducted in the manner prescrlbed in 40 CFR Part 60, Appendlx A, Method 21,

 from the EPA Technical Assistance Document: Tralnmg and Certification’ 'of EPA Method 21 -
Operators, the EPA Inspection Manual: Federal Equlpment Leak Regulatlons for the Chemical
Manufacturing Industry, and ERM auditors” knowledge and experience. -

Findings

The audit findings are listed in Table 1 attached to this 'rep'oi:t, and include the afif:itcabte
citation(s) and regulatory requirements. The findings provided herein are technical and should
not be construed as legal advice. These findings are intended to provide information to Sunoco
regarding the Marcus Hook Refinery’s compliance with applicable LDAR regulations.

Lim;’tetion_s o

This assessment represents ERM s professmnal mterpretaﬁon and ]udgment of ex1stmg
coniditions based on review of availablé records, field inspections and vérbal'interviews with
site persoritiel ‘It i ERM's specifi¢ ifitent that the findirigs' presented heérein b8 (5ét'as: guidance.
Unless explicitly stated as such, ERM makes no warranties, expressed or implied:: ‘Regulatory
interpretation gwen hereunder is prov1ded bya techmcal person rather than by an attorney—at-
law., o e Vb STaar ERI G0 b el oo P B s A R L L T

- ,-,3‘7"." AT t = Ly

ERM appreciates the oppoq't;ml,tyyto asmst Sxmoco]on tl:us umportant pro]ect. Please contact }ohn
at (610) 524-3453 or Deever at (281) 600-1223 if you have any questions.
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Sincerely, -

Environmental Resources Management, Inc.

‘Johre]. Butow,:P.E.
Project Marrager

Donald D. Bradiey TIL, P:E. -
Partner ..




TABLE 1

2012 Leak Detactlon and Repair Compllance Audlt Findings
Surcco, Inc. (REM)
Marcus Hook, Pennsylvania

Regulatory Cltation S

T L Findlng v

40 GFR §60.482(a)(1): Each pump in lighl liquid service shall ba monm!red ronthiy
to detect leaks by the methods specified in §60.485(b), ex

CFR §60.482-1(c) and paragraphs (d), (@), and (f) of this section. (2) Each pump in
light liquid service shall be checked by visual inspection each calendar week for
indications of liquids dripping from the pump seal. §60.482-7(c}1) Any valve for
which a leak is nat detected for 2 successive menths may be monitored the first

racnih of every quarter, beginning with the next quarter, unti a leak ls detectsd. (2)

if a laak is detested, the valve shall be monitared monthty until a teak is not
detected for 2 successive months.

Recards identified twa (2) light liguid purnps
that wera not monitored in accordance with
the required schedul_e. '

40 CFR §60.462-6 Standards: Qpen-snded valves or lines. {a){1) Each open-
ended valve or line shall be equipped with a cap, blind flange, plug, or a second
valve, except as provided in §60.482-1(c) and paragraphs {d) and (e} of this
section. (2) The cap, blind Range, plug, or second valve shall seal the open end at
all times except during aperatlons requiring pracess fluid flow through the open-
endad valve or line.

Six (6) opan-endedinea wera observed
during field walkthroughs of the refinery's
process unifs.” -

40 CFR §60.482-7(c){1): Any valve lor which a Isak is not detected for 2
successive months may be monitared the first month of every quarter, beginning
with the rext quarter, until a leak is detected. (2) if a leak is detected, the valve shall
be manitored monibly unil a leak is not detectad for 2 successive months.

Records indicatsd that follow-up monitoring of
soven (7) repalréd valves was nol consistently
Gﬁnducted for thedwo successive months

" -aftér’ repalr

sy

40 CFR §60.482-7(d){1): When a |sak is detacted, it shali bs repalrad as goon gs
practicable, but no later than 15 calendar days after the leak is detected, excapt as
provided in §60.482-9,

Raoords lndlcaied that one (1) valve was nol
affectlvely repaired or placed upon delay of
repair within 15 days after identification of tha
leaking valve.

40 CFR §60.482-7(d)(2): A first attempt at repair shall ba made no later than 5
calendar days after each leak is detectad.

Recards indicated. that -ore (1) valve did not
have a first atlempt at repair conducted on the
valve within 5-days after identification of the
leaking valve.

40 CFR §60.482-8(c)(1): When a leak is datected, it shall ba repaired as soon as
practicable, but not later than 15 calendar days after it is detected, except as
provided in §60.482-9.

Records indicated that one (1) pump was not
sffectively repaired or placed upon dalay of
repair within 15 days after identification of the
leaking pump,

|40 cFin goct a85(p), 40 CFR 60 Appandix A - Méthad 21, Section 8.1.2: Calibration

Pracision. The calibration precision test must be completed prior lo placing the
analyzer into servics and at subsequent 3-manth intervals or at the next use,
whichever is later. Seclion 8.1.2.1: Make 4 tota) of three measurements by

altemnately using zaro gas and ihe specified calibration gas.

Refindry reédrn}s Indicatéd that calibration
precision tests were not conducted for two (2)
inatruments during the three-month period in
which Lhe instruments were used for
monitoring.

40 CFR §50.485(b), 40 CFR 60 Appendix A - Method 21, Section 8.3.1.3; Valves,
The mast comman saurce of leaks from valves is the seal betwean the stem and
housing. Place the prabe at the interface where the stem exits the packing gland
and sampla the stem circumferanca. Algo, place the probe at the interfage of the
packing gland take-up flange seat and sample the periphery. In addition, survey
vaive housings of multipart assembly al the surface of all interfacea where a leak

could ocour.

During cbservations of technician monitoring
lechniques, the audit team observed two
technicians thal did not consistently monitor at
all of the potantial leak interfaces on a twin
seal valve,

40 CFR §60.485(b), 40 CFR 60 Appendix A - Mathod 21, Section 8.3.1: Use
Methed 21 to identify leaking sources. Placa the nrobe inlst at the surface of the
component interface where leskaga could occur. Mova the prabe along the interface
pariphery while observing the instrument readout, If an increased meter reading is
obsarved, slowly sampls the interface where laakage is indicated until the maximum
meter reading is obtained. Leave the probe inlet at this maximum reading lacation
for approximately two times the instrumarit response tima.

During observations of technician monitoring
techniques, the audit tsam observed that an
LDAR monitoring technician did not sample
for an interval of at lsast two limes the
responsa lime of his monitoring device afier
ha had identified the location of the maximum
raading.

40 CFR §80.487(a), {c]: All semiannual reports Lo the Administrator shall include
tha lollowing information, summarized from the information in §60.486: (3) Dates of
process unit shutdowns wivich accurmed within the semiannual reporting period.

The semiannual reports did not identify the
dates of process unit shutdowns that occurred
within the samiannual reporting perod.

40 CFR §63.163(b}{1): The awher or aperator of a process unil subject to this
subpart shall monitor each pump monthly {o detect leaks by the method specified in
§ §3.180(b) of this subpart and shall comply with the requirements of paragraphs (a)

through (d) of this saction, except as provided in § 63.162(b) of this subparl and

paragraphs {8) through () of this section_

LDAR databasa records identified one (1) light
liquid pump that was not monitored in
accordance with the required schedula.

40 CFR §63.168(f)(1) When a leak is detected, it shall b repaired as soon as
practicable, but ne later than 15 calendar days after the leak is detected, except as
proviged In §63.171 of this subpart,

Records indicated that one (1) valve was not
effactively repaired or placed upon delay of
repaic within 15 days after identification of the
leaking valve.

Finding
HNo. Type

1 Regulatory
2 Regulatory
3 Regulatory
4 Requlatory
5 Regulatory
8 Ragulatory
7 Requlatory
8 Regulatary
9 . Regulatory
10 Regulatory
11 Ragulatary
12 Regulatory
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2012 Leak Detection and Repalr Compilanca Audlt Findings
Sunoco, inc. (REM)
Marcus Hook, Pennsaylvania

Finding
No.

Type

Regulatory Citation

Finding

13

Regulatory

40 CFR §83.16B{N{2): A first attempt at repair shall ba mads na later than 5
calendar days after sach leak is detected.

Records indicated that ona (1) vaive did not
have a first attemnpt at repair conducted on lhe
vatve within 5-days after identification of the

laaking vaive.

Requlatory

40 CFR §63.168(f)(3): When a leak has beon repaired, the valve shall bs
monitorad at least once within the first 3 months after its repair.

Records raviewed indicated that the rafinery
did riot consistenlly conduct follow-up
monitoring of four (4) repaired valves within
three months after repair.

Regulatary

40 CFR §63.174{d): Whan a leak |s detected, it shall be repaired as soon as
practicable, but no later than 15 calendar days after the laak is detected, except as
pravided in paragraph (g) of this section and in §83.171 of this subpart. A first
attempt at repair shall be made no later than 5 calendar days after the laak is
delected.

Records indicatad that one (1) cannector did
not have a first attempt at repair conducted an
the valve within five days after identification of

the lgaking connector.

18

Consent
Decree

Section N, Paragraph 83(b) of tha Consent Decree: Sunoco shall ragord, track,
repair, and remonitor all leaks above the internal leak definitions specified by
Paragraph 82 {(at such time as those definiicns become applicable). Forany

componant leaking above the intemal leak definitions specified by Paragraph 82 but
baiow the apphicable regulatory ieak rats, Sunoco shall maka an initial attempt at

repalr and remonitor the component within five (5) calendar days, and shall
complete repairs and remonitor the component or place the component on a “delay
of repair” list according ta Paragraph 90 within 30 calendar days.

Records indicated that three (3) components
leaking abova the internal leak definition did
not have a first attempt at repalr and
remonitoning conducted within flve days
following identification of the leaking
component.

Consent
DOecrea

Section N, Paragraph 83(b) of the Cansent Dacres: Sunaco shall record, track,
repair, and remanitar all leaks above the internal lsak definitions specified by
Paragraph 82 (at such time as {hosa definftions become applicable). Far any

comgonent leaking above the intemal lsak definitions specified by Paragraph 82 but
below the applicable regulatory leak rate, Sunoco shall make an inillal attempt at

rapair and remonitor the companant within five (5) calendar days, and shall
complete rapairs anid remonitor tha componant of place the component on a “dalay
of repair” list according 1o Paragraph 90 within 30 calandar days.

Racords indicated that two {2) components
were laaking above the intemal leak definition
ware not repaired and remonitored or placed
upon delay of repair within 30 days following
identification of the leaking component.

Consent
Decrea

Section N, Paragraph 85 of the Consent Decree: First Attempt at Repairs on
valves, Commencing no latar than 80 days after Date of Entry of the Consent
Decree, Sunoco shall make a “first attampt at repair” within one (1) calendar day on
any valve that has a reading greater than 200 ppm of VOCs and that LDAR
parsonnel are authorized to repair. Sunoco or ils designated contractor shall re-
manitor all valves no later than the next calendar day at thal Refinary where LDAR
parsonnel made a “first attempt at repair.”

According o historical database records, the
rafinary did not conduct an Initial repair
attempt on two {2) valves within five days of
identifying a Jeak above the 200-ppr action
lavel.

19

Consant
Daecrea

Section N, Paragraph B9(b) of the Consent Decree: Calibration Drift Assassment.
Commencing on Dale of Entry of the Consant Dacres, at each Refinery, Sunoco
shall conduct salibration drift assessments of LDAR monitoring equipment at the
and of each monitoring shift, at a minimum. Sunoco shall conduct the calibration

drift assessment using, at a minimum, a calibration gas coresponding to the
applicable leak threshold. If any calibration drift assessment after the initial
calibration shows a negative drift of more than 10% from the previous calibration,
Sunoco shall re-monitor all valves that wera monttored since the last calibration that
hed & reading greater than 100 ppm and shall re-monitor all pumps that were
manitored sincs the last calibration that had a reading greater than 500 ppm.

There was one (1) day when an end-of-shift
calibration drift assassment for an instrument
was documented as failing in the calibration
records and ana (1) vaive measurad at
greater than 100 ppm was net re-monitored
during the scheduled monitoring menth.
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